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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 02 May 2006 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Firstly, the present amendments to the claims are taught by 
the prior art of record, as set forth in detail above. The new 
grounds of rejection presented below have been necessitated by 
the present amendments to the claims and by the newly added 
claims . 

Secondly, Ueda (US Patent 6,008,812) does not teach that 
the image data is rendered twice, at least in the sense commonly 
understood. The image bitmap data is read and divided into 
regions for the purpose of classification. This can only be 
considered "rendering" in the sense that the presently recited 
steps of identifying, obtaining, correcting and developing can 
be considered "rendering". The reading out of the image data in 
Ueda is only for the purpose of classification. It is not for 
the purpose of a final output, which does require the final 
rendering of the processed image data. 

Finally, Examiner did not state in the previous office 
action that Clouthier (US Patent 5,949,964) teaches rendering 
other kinds of image data twice. Clouthier teaches that, when 
the identifying means fails to identify the specific type of 
object (column 3, lines 39-43 of Clouthier) , said rendering 
command is inputted one time during the operation of said 
identifying means and said developing means (column 4, lines 9- 
13 of Clouthier) . It can therefore directly be part of the 
received image data (column 4, lines 9-13 of Clouthier) , since 
said object is already in raster format, and therefore does not 
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need image correction commands to be re-input and thus has only 
be inputted one time. By using a default image rasterizing 
processing for unidentifiable image portions, Clouthier can be 
combined with the teachings of Ueda such that objects that are 
identifiable are corrected based on the specific designation 
(column 5, lines 56-65 of Ueda) , but if there is no designation, 
then there are no criteria by which to perform image correction, 
and the default image processing taught by Clouthier is used. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2, 5, 9, 11 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ueda (US Patent 6,008,812) in 
view of Yamada (US Patent 4,672,4 62) and Clouthier (US Patent 
5,949,964) . 

Regarding claims 1, 9 and 11: Ueda discloses an image 
processing apparatus (figure 1 of Ueda) for processing an input 
image that contains a plurality of objects (figure 10; and 
column 16, lines 40-42 and lines 45-48 of Ueda) comprising 
identifying means (figure 1 ( 11 (portion) ) of Ueda) for identify- 
ing the types of objects (column 5, lines 25-28 of Ueda) based 
on a rendering command (column 4, lines 54-58 and column 5, 
lines 3-8 of Ueda). The CPU (figure 1(12) of Ueda) loads the 
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software programs (column 4, lines 62-64 of Ueda), wherein said 
software programs include illustration image editing software, 
word processing software, and others (column 4, lines 37-43 of 
Ueda) , and executes said software programs based on the type of 
image data (column 5, lines 3-7 of Ueda), said image data types 
including photographic image data, text data, and others (column 
5, lines 24-28 of Ueda) . Said image data types are combined 
into a single composite image (column 4, lines 54-55 of Ueda), 
which is, by definition, rendering said composite image. The 
rendering command statements that are entered via the various 
software programs must inherently be analyzed in order to 
determine which software programs are used to edit and render 
which portion of the composite image data. 

Ueda further discloses means (figure 1 ( 1 1 (portion) ) of 
Ueda) for obtaining an image correction condition (column 17, 
lines 24-28 and lines 32-37 of Ueda) based on image character- 
istics of a specific type of object (column 17, lines 18-24 of 
Ueda); image correcting means (figure 1(11 (portion)) of Ueda) 
for correcting the input image (column 25, lines 55-59 of Ueda) 
related to the specific type of object by using said image 
correction condition (column 26, lines 3-8 of Ueda) ; developing 
means (figure 1 ( 11 (portion) ) of Ueda) for developing raster data 
based on said rendering command (column 26, lines 31-36 of 
Ueda); and determining means (figure 1 ( 11 (portion) ) of Ueda) for 
determining whether said rendering command for an image area is 
inputted only one time or a plurality of times into said identi- 
fying means, said obtaining means, said correcting means, and 
said developing means based on whether said identifying means 
determines that an image area has said specific type of object 
(column 18, lines 49-63 of Ueda) so that if an image area has 
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said specific type of object (figure 11 and column 5, lines 56- 
58 of Ueda) , said rendering command is inputted a plurality of 
times during operation of said identifying means, said obtaining 
means, said correcting means, and said developing means (column 
5, lines 59-65 and column 18, lines 49-63 of Ueda) . 

The microcomputer portion (figure 1(11) of Ueda) of the 
apparatus (figure 1 of Ueda) includes a CPU (figure 1(12) of 
Ueda) , which performs the various operations of said apparatus 
(column 4, line 61 of Ueda), a program memory (figure 1(13) of 
Ueda), a working memory (figure 1(14) of Ueda), and an image 
memory (figure 1(16) of Ueda) (column 4, lines 19-24 of Ueda). 
The identifying means, obtaining means, correcting means, 
developing means, and determining means are the corresponding 
portions of the physically embodied software programs that are 
executed by the microprocessor and thus perform the operations 
of said identifying means, said obtaining means, said correcting 
means, said developing means, and said determining means. 

Ueda does not disclose expressly that said developed raster 
data, and thus said image area, is of a predetermined size; and 
that, when said' identifying means fails to identify the specific 
type of object, said rendering command is inputted one time 
during the operation of said identifying means and said develop- 
ing means. 

Yamada discloses organizing multiple image regions of a 
single image into image areas of a predetermined size (figure 2; 
figure 6; and column 4, lines 17-29 of Yamada) . 

Ueda and Yamada are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely the control, correction and 
rendering of image data. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
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set the image areas taught by Ueda according to a predetermined 
template, as specifically taught by Yamada. The motivation for 
doing so would have been using a predetermined template would 
eliminate the computationally intensive procedure of Ueda 
whereby the image regions are determined (see figure 4 of Ueda 
and column 2, lines 17-36 of Yamada) . Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Yamada with Ueda. 

Ueda in view of Yamada does not disclose expressly that, 
when said identifying means fails to identify the specific type 
of object, said rendering command is inputted one time during 
the operation of said identifying means and said developing 
means . 

Clouthier discloses that, when the identifying means fails 
to identify the specific type of object (column 3, lines 39-43 
of Clouthier) , said rendering command is inputted one time 
during the operation of said identifying means and said develop- 
ing means (column 4, lines 9-13 of Clouthier) . If the specific 
type of an object is not identified, said object is assumed to 
be raster image data (column 3, lines 39-43 of Clouthier) . It 
can therefore directly be part of the received image data (col- 
umn 4, lines 9-13 of Clouthier), since said object is already in 
raster format, and therefore does not need image correction 
commands to be re-input and thus has only be inputted one time. 

Ueda in view of Yamada is combinable with Clouthier because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control, 
correction and rendering of image data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to designate an object as a default raster 
image data type if said object is not identifiable, as taught by 
Clouthier, and therefore have no image corrections performed on 
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said object. The motivation for doing so would have been that, 
if an object is not identifiable, then clearly it would not be 
logical to perform image correction upon said object. Objects 
that are identifiable are corrected based on the specific 
designation (column 5, lines 56-65 of Ueda) , but if there is no 
designation, then there are no criteria by which to perform 
image correction. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Clouthier with Ueda in view of Yamada to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 1, 9 and 11. 

Further regarding claim 1: The apparatus of claim 9 
performs the method of claim 1 . 

Further regarding claim 11: The apparatus of claim 9 
comprises the program embodied on a recording medium recited in 
claim 11. 

Regarding claim 2: Ueda discloses that said specific type 
of object is a photographic image (figure 11 and column 5, lines 
25-31 of Ueda) . 

Regarding claim 5: Ueda discloses a dividing step for 
dividing said input image containing said plurality of objects 
into a plurality of portions (figure 9 and column 8, lines 41-46 
of Ueda) . In the example of figure 9 of Ueda, all of the 
photographic partial images (figure 9(52a-52m) of Ueda) are 
placed in a photographic portion (figure 9(52) and column 8, 
lines 47-49 of Ueda) . Further, another photographic region is 
formed (figure 9(54) and column 8, lines 49-52 of Ueda), two 
separate text regions are formed (figure 9(56,58) and column 8, 
lines 52-55 of Ueda) , and a graphic image regions is formed 
(figure 9(60) and column 8, lines 55-57 of Ueda). 
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Ueda does not disclose expressly a setting step for setting 
an image area position; and a fetching step for fetching the 
rendering command related to the set image area position. 

Yamada discloses a setting step for setting an image area 
position (figure 2 and column 4, lines 5-10 of Yamada) ; and a 
fetching step for fetching the rendering command related to the 
set image area position (figure 2 and column 4, lines 10-15 of 
Yamada) . 

Ueda and Yamada are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely the control, correction and 
rendering of image data. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
set the image areas taught by Ueda according to a predetermined 
template and fetch said template for said set image areas when 
the image data is to be rendered, as specifically taught by 
Yamada. The motivation for doing so would have been using a 
predetermined template would eliminate the computationally 
intensive procedure of Ueda whereby the image regions are deter- 
mined (see figure 4 of Ueda and column 2, lines 17-36 of Yama- 
da) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Yamada 
with Ueda to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5, 

Regarding claims 13, 14 and 15: Ueda discloses that said 
identifying means determines the types of objects (figures 11-15 
of Ueda) based on the number of bits in the rendering command 
representing the object (column 18, lines 12-22 of Ueda), and 
that said determining means determines the number of times said 
rendering command is inputted for an image area (column 18, 
lines 49-63 of Ueda) for said identifying means, said obtaining 
means, said correcting means, and said developing means based on 
the number of bits in the rendering command for the objects in 
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said image area (column 18, lines 12-22 of Ueda) . The rendering 
is determined in part on how narrow is the determined category 
for the image areas processed (column 18, lines 12-22 of Ueda) . 
Thus, the determinations performed by said identifying means and 
said determining means are performed based on the number of bits 
in the rendering command, since a narrower, and thus more 
complex, category would provide a higher number of bits for the 
rendering command. For example, the rendering command for an 
image area categorized as "photograph" only requires the number 
of bits needed to denote the fact that the image region is a 
"photograph" region. On the other hand, for a Gold Jewelry 
Still-Life Photograph area (see figure 13 of Ueda) more bits are 
clearly needed for the rendering command to denote that the 
image area is a Gold Jewelry Still-Life Photograph area. 

As set forth in the arguments regarding claims 1, 9 and 11, 
the image area is of a predetermined size, as per the teachings 
of Yamada. 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ueda (US Patent 6,008,812) in view of Yamada 
(US Patent 4,672,462), Clouthier (US Patent 5,949,964), and 
well-known prior art. 

Regarding claim 3: Ueda discloses an outputting step for 
outputting data representing the corrected object to an image 
forming unit (figure 1(24) and column 5, lines 14-19 of Ueda). 

Ueda further discloses that said rendering command is 
inputted using software (column 4, lines 54-58 of Ueda) . 
Therefore, said rendering command statements are inherently 
input from an operating system, which resides on a computer 
(figure 1(11) of Ueda), since said software inherently requires 
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an operating system in order to be loaded onto a computer and be 
executed on said computer. 

Ueda in view of Yamada and Clouthier does not disclose 
expressly that said image processing method is executed by a 
printer driver. 

It is accepted as well-known in the art that performing 
image processing using a printer driver and inputting commands 
from an operating system which resides on a computer are old, 
well-known, and expected in the art. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to use a printer driver for performing image processing since 
printer drivers are common means of performing image processing 
for the particular printer to which the resultant image is to be 
output . 

5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ueda (US Patent 6,008,812) in view of Yamada 
(US Patent 4,672,462), Clouthier (US Patent 5,949,964), and Kim 
(US Patent 5,963,665). 

Regarding claim 4: Ueda in view of Yamada and Clouthier 
does not disclose expressly that said obtaining step calculates 
said image correction condition based on a histogram of the 
specific type of object. 

Kim discloses plotting a histogram of each object (frame) 
of an image (column 5, lines 47-52 of Kim) and corrects each 
object of the image under a condition for image correction drawn 
from the histogram (column 4, lines 48-53 of Kim) . 

Ueda in view of Yamada and Clouthier is combinable with Kim 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
processing and correction of image data. At the time of the 
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invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to plot a histogram for an object, as taught by 
Kim, when a type of object is a specific type and using a 
rendering command statement that specifies rendering of the 
object, as taught by Ueda. The histogram would also be used to 
determine the condition for correcting the object, as taught by 
Kim. The motivation for doing so would have been to enhance the 
quality of the resulting image by compensating for the 
brightness levels of the different image frames (column 5, lines 
36-40 of Kim) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Kim with Ueda in view of Yamada and Clouthier to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 4. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground (s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1 . 136 (a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore can be 
reached on 571-272-7437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 
(IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




James A. Thompson 
Examiner 

Technology Division 2625 



30 June 2006 
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